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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-35 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
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Art Unit: 3661 

1 . This Office Action is the answer to the Appeal Brief received on 12/09/05. 

2. Claims 1-25 are pending; claims 26-35 are canceled. 

Response 

3. The Appeal Conf. decides to re-open this case to answer arguments raised in the above 
Appeal Brief. The examiner respectfully submits that independent claim 1 is directed to 
providing information by Internet from a seller/provider; this is a very well known subject 
however applicants claim their own idea. Note that providing information for a radiological 
imaging workstation is similar to providing a specific car, or a computer with capabilities, and 
components/modules from a provider's database. Is it inventive to provide what a space shuttle 
comprise" Is it inventive to answer queries about each module of a space shuttle? Is it inventive 
to compare capabilities/qualities of different car/computers selling in Internet? The different 
between those examples with the pending claims are different intents of use of different selling 
hardware. Dependent claims 10, and 13 require a system that configured to provide a specific 
radiological imaging workstation configuration, these claims contain patentable subject matters. 

4. Independent claim 15 does not require a computer to configure in order to perform a 
specific requirement . Claims 16-25 merely suggest using available language/software such as 
HTML, Java script language, or Java class; these limitations are well-known. 

5. Tavor et al. teach about interactive getting information to complete a transaction using 
Internet; Doi uses network to provide information of a query, that information from a Look-up 
table of a database (see a figure on page 1, and Fig.l). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office Action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6, Claims 1-6, 9, 11-12, 14-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tavor et al. (US Pat. 6,070,149), in view of Doi et al. (US Pat. 5,224,177). 

A. Regarding claims U 12, 15, and 17 : Tavor et al. disclose a computer system coupled to a 
network to select a product, comprising an application server (see Tavor et al., the abstract, and 
Fig.l - ref.18), and product selector/ configuration file written in a markup language (see Tavor 
et al., 2:19-28 and Fig.3), and stored in the computer system; Tavor et al. suggest questions to 
determine a product based on the customer's responses, a comparison program to receive a query 
page and compare customer's responses - by populating blanks of a web page (see Tavor et al., 
Fig.4 ref. 76, and Fig. 5 ref. 44); Tavor et al. also teach about a product configuration file written 
in a markup language which contains information about the specific product (see Tavor et al., 
2:19-28 and Fig.3), and a server to provide a results page to the customer via the network (see 
Tavor et al., Fig. 1, and Fig.4 ref. 76), the results page providing the customer with a 
recommended product (see Tavor et al., Fig.4). 

Taylor's reference fails to disclose the type of product being a radiological imaging 
workstation. However, Doi et al. teach a medical product such as a CR system can be purchased 
(col. 8:61-62). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a CR system as the type of product being supplied in Taylor's reference as 
disclosed in Doi since purchasing a radiological imaging workstation is a big investment, and 
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there are many different models which a user may need a server to organize his priorities for 
recommendations when purchasing a proper product. 

B. As to claims 2, and 3 : The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are 
incorporated. 

Doi teaches a medical product: a CR system can be purchased (col. 8:61-62). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Tavor et al. and Doi in purchasing a CR system - a computed 
tomography (CT) system or a magnetic resonance imaging (MR) system - because they all are 
non- functional descriptive materials that do not contributing to the change of any structure in 
claimed computer system - the only difference is the name of a model, and that is not an 
inventive idea using cited references. 

C. As to claims 4-5, 11, 16, and 25 : The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are 
incorporated. 

Tavor et al. also teach about a file written in a markup language that contains information 
about the specific product (see Tavor et al., 2:19-28 and Fig.3). 

D. As to claims 11, and 25: Tavor et al. disclose specific configurations of a product being 
determined by sales history and comprising a software package (see Tavor et al., 33:38-44). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Tavor et al. and Doi et al. in purchasing a medical workstation with 
product selector file contains questions in extensible markup language (XML) as for a product 
configuration file because this is an compatible option for presenting that file online if necessary. 

E. As to claim 9 : The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are incorporated. 
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Tavor et al. suggest that information stored are stored in a product configuration file, and 
Doi suggests a purchasing of a CR system. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Tavor et al, and Doi et al. to specify that a product configuration file 
contains data of Radiological imaging workstations because it is really an option to specify a 
related medical workstation of a CR workstation as Doi et al. (the only difference is different 
radiological workstations/different name of a model, and that is not an inventive idea using cited 
references. 

7. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tavor 
et al. (US Pat 6,070,149), in view of Doi et al. (US Pat. 5,224,177) and Henley (US Pub. No. 
US 2002/0065758 Al). 

The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 15 are incorporated. 

In eMedicalBid.com, Henley also suggests a help file written in a markup language 
(whether in HTML or XML) (see Henley, the abstract), and containing information by selecting 
with "a mark". Tavor et al., also disclose the use of multiple/single choice questions (see Tavor 
et al., Fig.3). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to implement Tavor et al., and Henley with a multiple-choice format question 
when querying a user for purchasing a radiological image workstation because by presenting 
multiple-choice questions, the server gets closer alternative for an answer and giving more 
accurate assistances to a user. 
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8. As to claims 6-8, 14, and 21-24 : They are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tavor et aL (US Pat 6,070,149) in view of Henley (US Pub. No. US 
2002/0065758 Al), and further in view of Doi et al. (US Pat. 5,224,177). 

A. As to claims 7-8 : The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are incorporated. 

The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are incorporated. 

Tavor et al. and Doi et al. do not disclose the query page and each question having an 
associated link to a help page. 

However, help pages are well known-in the art, to guide users through websites when 
they are not sure of the next step to take, (see Henley, Fig. 12). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Tavor et al., Henley, and Doi et al. to include links to help pages for 
the query page as well as each question to assist the user if they are unsure of what to do next on 
the website. 

B. As to claims 6, 14, and 21-24 : The rationales and references for a rejection of claim 1 are 
incorporated. 

Tavor et al. suggest about using of Java applets and Java script (see Tavor et al., col.2 
lines 31-46, and col.34 lines 35-38). 

It is well known that a Java class, a Java applet, and a Java script are compatible in a 
document; therefore, an application can be a JAVA class. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine Tavor et al., Henley, and Doi et al. to write query/result page is written 
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in a Java script language and in applets because those are in a compatible language for online 
displays. 



9. According to page 13 of the Appeal Brief, dependent claim 10 and/or claim 13 can be 
incorporated into independent claims 1 and 15 to be considered. 

Dependent claims 10, and 13 require a system that must be configured to provide a 
specific radiological imaging workstation configuration, these claims contain patentable subject 
matters. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CUONG H. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6759. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
THOMAS G. BLACK can be reached on 571-272-6956. The Rightfax number for the 
organization where this application is assigned is 571-273-6956. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-0197 (toll-free), y 
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